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Ecological corridor layout and construction in Cangnan County,

Zhejiang Province
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Abstract: On the basis of landscape ecology theories, the spatial layout and construction of ecological corridors
in Cangnan County, Zhejiang Province were studied with GIS technology. In the context of regional ecological
suitability analysis, the ecological source was identified and the potential ecological corridors were constructed
through the cumulative cost distance model and compared with the existing ecological corridors. The results in-
dicated that in the northeastern plains in Cangnan County, the number and area of ecological patches were
small; connectivity among patches was low and landscape fragmentation was serious. As major ecological corri-
dors characterized by small size and service area, roads and rivers had low connectivity among them and did
not form a good ecological network. In the western, southern and northwestern mountains with good ecological
habitats, the ecological patches were larger but unevenly distributed. Especially, in the central and western re-
gions, the number of ecological patches was small; the connectivity among both patches and corridors was low.
Through the analysis of the above problems, ecological corridors including roads, rivers and green belts in the
research site were optimized and constructed to realize the maximum functions of ecological corridors. [Ch, 7
fig. 3 tab. 18 ref.]
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Table 1 Landscape classification system in Cangnan County'®’
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Figure 1 Landscape classification in Cangnan County Figure 2 Analysis of ecological source in Cangnan County

222 ANuRkERUSNTERFNASRRAERESRAU AT A FE PR AR — R BRSO Yy Fh AR
fr BAT . BRGNS MR — B, SRR, SR M o RE BRI BRI R A
WLERTTREL ) A A By, RBURE SR HE B J2 5 B AR S IR 21 g A A= 25U A0 foe /D RARFE SR g 1 3%
JHVRE 5 B0 /N R WS LI e B, B R /N, U 3 e gl g 7 7 S5 DL AR 2l B PR A A, AR
bR SRR AN (] 5 UR K B S B DY T LR A R SCRRAT IS o Ao 2 G P
e 38 3o 0T b ) P 288 PR A A R e S T 9 XA L BEL 1T, /A TR AT A ] SR L2 AR A
TR S RH T 1 o X LRI 5T BT B AN R AT IR A 7 BHL D J2 10 UL A AR A5, IR A BB
b A2 25 P 3 AR B B B 255 o0 B AR SO o B DX [ S g T A e, i AR oy s By 273, B
SOl BEN, RN 25~1 200 m, HOPEREZE K. fEE0 %8S A RSN R e E, Ao
FLRBBIE . WP RN . LA 3 A AR R R S B AR S T, e AN R A1 1 2
A AEAR S 2 WO M ik I EOR B2 5 TR 28T 50 R 1 Ak b, 3 X g B A AR BT BUIR R £
SR I — 2 B0 Tk L 180 E AF S X A5 PFAR - P40 20 (L AT (36 2) 0 7 ArceGIS 9.2 925 [8] 73 B K5 Bk (spatial
analyst) I EAT 2% PR3- A9 A 338 BV 0B, TEAE U 4% R T AR A B 0 A i R A B, 1B T ArcGIS
B BT IIRE, ALE IF 4 1 A Bt , AR O IX S WUAG 2 B A 80 (151 3) . & 3 P (0 R 3
A A S E B, OB BN o AR AR RO R B BE AL, SR AR BE B INAL T % (cost weighted ),
PFIEAS SO AR 25 U5 22 1] B FE 2 B SRR, 45 BIF 50 XA AR 25 R BURE 2 B B AR (1] 4) o

223 RAGAE A LRI SO A 0 R T R A SO HR A [ TR 08 T 0 FR A5 ) ZOIR mT R



830 FE/T A I N N S S 2014 4F 12 4 20 H

®2 ESAFEEETFMNEREHRIE™

Table 2 Suitability evaluation value of ecological factors
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Figure 3  Landscape cost distance model in Figure 4 Ecological cumulative cost distance model in
Cangnan County Cangnan County
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Table 3  Distance cost accessibility of potential ecological corridors
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Figure 5  Current ecological corridors in Cangnan Figure 6  Potential ecological corridors in
County Cangnan County
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